Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website

121712004

Lillian

Meyer

P.C. Box 678

Biggs

CA

Public Safety: Hazards and Risk Analysis

Of all natural gas projects this sounds like the most logical one to me. |
love the fact that it is located so far off shore. | have serious safety
concerns when any projects are located within communities, The
possibility of explosions, accidents and even terrorist attacks are serious

concerns. With the project located so far out to sea | feel very strongly
about continuing wath it. Our state needs this, Please approve it

2004/G146

G146-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:

First Name:
Last Name:

Address:
City:
State:

Additional
Topie:

Comments:

ERE Website

Lillian

Keyer

PO. Box 678

Biaas

CA

FPublic Safety: Hazards and Rigk Analysis

Of all natwal gas projects this sounds lke the most lbgicalons © ma. | lve the fact that it & lecated so
far off shore. | have serious safety concens when any projecks are kcated within communities. The
pessbilty of axplosions, accidents and even tenorist attacks are sanous concams. With the project
bcated so far out to sea | fesl very stiongly about continuing with it. Our slate nesds this. Pleass sppiowe
it.

2004/G297

G297-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website
121712004
Patti

Meyer

146 Bluehird Ln.
Gridley

CA
Socioeconomics

It is a shame that those who can afford high energy prices are the ones
that are usually listened to regarding a project like Cabrillo Port. Those
who speak out against Cabrillo Port do not speak for the thousands of
citizens that struggle to make ends meet and are burdened by high
energy prices. This is a project that will not only lower energy bills but
also pump millions of dollars into the local economy. It is your duty to
allow Cabrillo Port to pass.

2004/G143

G143-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website

1217/2004
Walt

Meyer

P.C. Box 366
Biggs

CA

a5917

OtherfGeneral Comment

The Energy Crisis of a few years ago shows what can happen when you
allow special interests to prevent the progress our state desperately
needs. We need a solution to our energy shortage problems and an LNG
facility will be a good step towards that end. The BHP project makes the
most sense because its offshore location alleviates many of the
environmental, visual, and safety issues that would arise from an
on-shore project. Additionally, the temporary nature of the structure allows
it to exist only as long as it is needed. Should renewable resources
become more viable, the project can be phased out over time. For these
reasons, The Cabrillo Port LNG facility makes sense for California.

2004/G108

G108-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First MName:

Last Mame:

Address:
City:
State:

Zip Code:

Phone No.:

Email
Address:
Topic:

Comments:

E&E Website
12/08/2004

Meal
Michaelis

11887 Ellice St. #4
Malibu

CA
90265
310-589-0311

neal@dawntreaderfilms.com

G016

OtherfGeneral Comment

To whom it may concermn,

| am writing to request an extension to the comment period. The EIS/EIR
has only recently been made available to the public and yet we have only
until the 20th of this month to comment. This is a very lengthy and
involved document which requires a substantial amount of time to read,
digest and comment on. The public deserves more time to review this
document. Many of those concerned have not even seen the EIS/EIR yet.
In fact, this project has received very little attention in the press, and none
that | know of on television. The public for the most part is completely
unaware of what is being proposed. Even if they knew, they would need
more time than is being given to comment on the proposal. For these
reasons | am requesting an extension to the comment deadline. Please
help the public in this way.

Sincerely,

Meal Michaelis
(concerned coastal resident)

G016-1

2004/G016

G016-1

All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.



Comment Form—Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR
'i

Source:
Public Meeting - Oxnard PM

Name (Please Print 21 [dne & e fe
Organization/Agency: /0 N g e. {erﬁ" (2 en

Street Address: __ /07 S /%/’éz?ﬂ 4@/ A

Date: 11/30/2004

City: fﬁ/{’%f d State: ﬁ Zip Code: YA X,

Email address:

Please provide written comments in the space below and drop this form into the comment box.

You may also submit comments
= Electronically through the Project Web site at

htip:fwww.cabrilloport.ene.com
= Electronically through the Docket Management System Web silte (docket number 16877) at

htip:/dms.dot.qgov.
= Or by mail or email to following addresses:

California State Lands Commission -
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825

ogginsc @slc.ca.gov

Attention: Cy Oggins

Docket Management Facility
Room PL-401

400 Seventh Street SW
Washington, DG 20590-0001

All comments must be received by 2 p.m. PST, December 20, 2004
Comments (Use other side or attach additional sheets if necessary): J/EWQ( and

i Jfﬁmf Phericaat s e sV ke

\.zéuﬂm\.

%Mﬁ— @MW% W Aze r—G091-1

M%Mﬁm

MWWWM

Mﬁﬂ?@

Mo action will be taken until the environmental review process is completed.

2004/G091

G091-1

The CLSC, the USCG, and MARAD received an application for a
deepwater port off the shore of Ventura County and have therefore
analyzed that location.

The Deepwater Port Act has numerous requirements for an
applicant to own and operate a deepwater port. The licensee of a
deepwater port must be a U.S. citizen. Citizen of the United States
means:

- Any person who is a United States citizen by law, birth, or
naturalization;

- Any State, State agency, or group of states; or

- Any corporation, partnership, or other association: a) That is
organized under the laws of any state; b) Whose president,
chairman of the board of directors, and general partners or their
equivalents, are persons described in paragraph (1) of the
definition; and c) That has no more of its directors who are not
persons described in paragraph (1) of the definition than constitute
a minority of the number required for a quorum to conduct the
business of the board of directors.

Among other requirements, BHPB Billiton LNG International Inc.
qualifies to be a potential licensee of a deepwater port because it is
incorporated in the U.S.
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' Source:

' USCG Docket
Sholly, Brian | .
] ' Date: /2 /clﬂ/ﬂy
From: Flynn, Louise [LFlynn @& comdt.uscg.mil] .
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2004 12:54 PM
To: Shelly, Brian
Subject: EW: EIR/EIS CABRILLO PORT COMMENTS

From: Kusano, Ken LT

Sen®: Monday, December 20, 2004 1:33 PM
To: Flymn, Louise; ' dwploomdt.useg.mil’
Subject: FW: EIR/EIS CAERILLO PORT COMMENTS

*Vi/r;, KK

>LT Xen Kusano

1.8, Coast Guard Headguarters

>Decpwater Port Standards Division (G-M50-5)
»202-267-1184

————— Original Message---—-

From: WDMiley@acl.com [mailto:WDMileyBacl.com]
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2004 2:28 AM

Ta: cgginsc@sle.ca.gov; Kusano, Ken LT
Subdect: EIR/EIS CABRILLC PORT COMMENTS

12/19/04

TO: CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION (ATTN: CY QEGINS)
100 HOWE AVENUE, SUITE 100-SO0UTH, CA, SRCRAMENTO,CA 55825-8202
{sgginsclslc.ca.gov)

U.&. COAST GUARD, 2100 SECOND STREET, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C.
20593-001 (ATTN: LT KEN KUSANO (G-MSO-E)
(kkusanofcomdt , useg.mil}

FROM: BILL MILEY, MPH, 91% NO. SIGNRL STREET, OJAI, CA 53023 (B05-546-2615)

SUBJECT: EIS/EIR IMPACT REPORT: CABRILLO PORT DERPWATER PORT PROPOSAL AND
APPLICATION '

Please find below my comments and critigues of the EIS/EIR report for the
CABRILLO PORT DEEEWATER FPORT 1LKG FLOATING STORAGE AND_REGBSIFICA‘I‘IGN UNIT
AND DISTRIEBUTIOH FLAN FOR OFFLOADING THE NATURAL GAS TO THE MATNLAND (by
BEF] . T

A snapshot of my corments below is:

this proposal is probably in response to the Califernia State Enexgy
Commission's interest and conclusion that bringing in LNG to add to the mix
of energy sources for California would help California's future without Gdda2-1
notable risk...the world has changed since 5/11 with rapid communication for
the good guys and the bad guys...and here I am concerned about the bad guys.
The bad guys

{terrorists) can and hopefully not but probably will raise the risk to an
LNG terminal to an unacceptable ievel...the unknown is always there. The
proposal will be placing at risk a population of over 300,000 folks in the
immediate coastal area and an additiomal 500, 000 folks in Ventura County.

An "explosion®

at the Port, in a ship or via a ship which has been hijacked to the Port of
Bueneme will create leng term disaster to this coastal community and the

1

2004/G442

G442-1

Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.



tire southern california area. Alternative energy sources (not based on
igssil fuele)need to be emphasized now and into the long term future with
fossil fuels reserved for the important and use that cannct be serveqigran
alternative energy resources. In Camar%llo sits the Shell Solar facility
making photoveltaie panels on a commercial hﬂs;s. This altermative source
needs government suppert for household and business energy su?p;;es allewing
our natural gas from land s ources to be used for base electricity
production {(Ormend and Mendalay Generating Plants) and heating uses.

G442-2

My comments on the EIR/EIR

Executive Summary

ES-2 * The California Energy Commissien's recqmmendatian Po diver§+2y a?d
secure more natural gas through LNG from foreign source places California at
riek of a long supply line and dependence upon foreign gcvernmen?a stab}lzty
and potential price and currency risks:..mnre 9f o?: dellars wilt ke going
to foreign countries, businesses and "internatiomal aorp?rat;ons . Now it
the time for focus upon California's energy abundance which 1s*$gl§r. Our
government- ralifornia atate and U.S. Government shﬂuld'be maximizing the
sclar photevoltaic technology which ia currently established here. Sun,
Sun, Sun and more Sun that iz what California has uniguely that other U.S.
states do not have.

G442-3

public Safety

25-13 * lines 23-27 Since fire and exp}osion are two key risk issues of
this proposal, & major responsibility will ;all an local off}?xfla-
government administretion, fire, police, env;ron@sntal specaa;;s;a Eo:
responding to risk events and to prevent guch. Bince t?e Ipuepcnden» Risk
Assessment Report is restricted for security reascns, it will be impgrtant
that the public know what summary comments and conclusions each of these
eofficial bodies take and publicly states for this risk, management and
public costs involvement in both standby modes and in dealing with a
disaster.

G442-4

-17 * chart Desi Criteria and Standards: CSLC is "cu;rently_developgng
gzsign criteria angnevaluating industry sta%ﬁa:@a that will apply to LNG
terminals in California. It's unclearlat this time yhether the proposed %
Project will be suhject to these requlremen@E‘T ?h1§ d?es nuf sound goo
as it sounds like if the CSLC doesn't have jurisdiction it won't .
apply...what should exist is that the ;egulatory_sc;ence ghould appli_szni?
it ig designed to protect the California pnpu}gt;og...lets not let this slip
away because of jurisdiction. How can an application ?g apprgved when the
=ipndustry standards®™ are not finished. . .remember "building codes and
upgrades® for earthaquakes.

G442-5

- * 13 = Operation Manuals and Security Plan...this calls for
izpigval-;;eih§4ﬁggs agg regular review. This should be also approved andnﬂ
reviewed by State and local Government ;nclu@ing Fire, Law E?forcement. a
Environmental Specialists. The pecple of california are at risk and our
governments will be handing any disasters.

G442-6

1i i i i i this iz based on past
ES-19 * lines 31-38 pipe line acc1dent$...§1nce - E
accident ratios, the future must calculate intentional damage from terrorist

events.

G442-T

ES - 20 * 1lines25-22 marine traffic ard Point Mugu: Since Point HFguiLs a
major military basze with adwvanced 'm111tary"lm3551ons here.wa are bflﬂg f;
inEo the irmediate area more “targets” for fire and explosions agﬂ fueld
for potential terrorists activities. alsoc there seems Lo ?e an 1ncre?sa
~igk Ffor humans caused during the operation by "failures" which co:zi‘
create "problems® with the Point Mugu operations. Not good for our itary
establishment and our military readiness and research and development.

G442-8

25 - 22 * lines 9-12 emissions. This proposal will be emitting excessive

. i G442-8
pollution emissions and "reqguire a USEPA permit and offsets". Dffsetting

2004/G442

G442-2

Sections 1.2.2,1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G442-3

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G442-4

Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

G442-5

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G442-6
Table 4.2-3 identifies agency authority over all Project elements. At



2004/G442

the FSRU, Federal agencies would have jurisdiction. Section
4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1)
contain information on public safety impacts from various incidents
at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum impact
distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident involving LNG
transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would extend no
closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the shoreline. Figure
ES-1 depicts the consequence distances surrounding the FSRU
location for worst credible events.

G442-7
"Potential Pipeline Incidents" in Section 4.2.8.4 addresses this
topic.

G442-8

Section 4.3.1.1 discusses existing offshore naval operations. The
deepwater port would be outside the Point Mugu Sea Range but
would be within the Navy’s SOCAL Range Complex. The
Applicant-proposed routing for LNG carrier approaches (shown in
Figure 4.3-2) was developed in consultation with the USCG and the
U.S. Navy. The routes would transit in the vicinity of the SOCAL
Range Complex or through a small section of the Point Mugu Sea
Range. LNG carriers would not enter the 3-NM restricted area
around San Nicholas Island or the 4-NM naval danger zones and
restricted areas near San Clemente Island. Impact MT-6 in Section
4.3.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G442-9

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.



excessive pollution emissions by buying credits frem snmewhere_el§e iz a
disaster for the 300,000 folks who live within the air shed ané will be
breathing the emissions. This logic is strictly money based an@ not public
health based to reduce the medium and long texrm impact om the lives of
people. This is not acceptable.

BE§ - 27 * lines 27-34 Channel Islands Sanctuary...the Charnel Is}an&s and
the surrounding waters are a protected area designated as a "Marine
giﬂ?&éﬁ;ﬁ the Islands themselves., Again, as we found with Fhe oil platforms
off this ceast, no new ones are being allowed due t9 potential damage t? th?
ecosystems. Locating an LNG terminal in or near this "Marine Sanctuary" and
the Islands themselves is potentially risky to this uprepruﬂucihla natural
environment. It does neot belong in or near such a national treasure.

ES - 17-27 envirconmentel Jjustice for lower income ;esidenta.:.pcyentiflly
impacting two mobile home parks by adding a 24/7 risk to their lives by
passing large amounts of “warmed" LNG is very'dange?ous_and seems to place
less value on their lives. Without substantive mitigation beyond the
"giving public notices and information® this is unacceptable. What needs to
he done to adeguately mitigate this risk is to create i? an equal
environment two mobile homes parks away from this pipeline and move
everyone te a completely safe location.

page 1-§ --1.0 Intreduction.l1.2.2.1 National Natural Gas Needs...ﬁhenlthe .
Federal Government passed the Deepwater Port Act DWPA _it appaxe?tly §1§ not
anticipate floating barges off major population coastlines creating their
oun "port®. Ventura Ceunty is being nske&_ta'take a large risk of being the
adjacent neighbor to a floating port for millions of cubic feet of coolef}l
and then warmed natural gas which will be used by consumers wall beyond this
ty. ?
;g::ig fuels are limited in supply. Increased use aflranewable and non
fossil sources is what this national needs. Calmforn;a_has a natural source
which few other states have...solar energy for electricity and also for
water heating and space heating. By sourcing future energy needs to foreign
natural gas transported in the form of LNG removes the effort to‘resenrch
and development photovoltaic and solar inselation for heating and eneroy
production.

page 1-7--lines 17 24 and 33-40- cost and availability of natural gas
fuel...in the 1980's a millien cu/feet of natural gas was very c?eap...sa
cheap that few were locking for new scurces. And now the price has
skyrocketed. With increased demand for energylwhich has more "energy
cuality" and less green house gases, igtergst in gatural gas goes up. But
the leng term future is not with bringing in foreign fuel more and more but
in learning to develop and use what renewal and monm-pollution resources we
have here. Think 50 and 150 years ahead now. . -solar energy 1is the ;
future...lats not postpone the inevitable by bgcomipg dependent on foreign
suppliers in countries which are politically hzst?rlcally ?nstakle |axcept
for Rustralia). Once we become dependent on foreign suppliers just watch
tha fuel costs continue to climb end we will be without altgrnatlves and
will have an evern greater national "Current-Accounts® deficit

and trade deficit. Shell Selar in Camarillo should be a primary focus of
our support.

page 1-8 lines 8-15 and 37-41...California Energy Enmmission_spaaks about
short-term and mid-term demand and the need to reduce potential supply
interruptions. It states that a better transport system thrﬂugy the Rocky
Mountains would aid is getting Canadian Natural Gas...now tgat iz a w?rthy
goal to centinue te keep our dollars for energy within thelhorth American
Contirent and safer from terrorists plans. How can be believe that we are
securing our enegy future by creating a floating LNG pnrt_off of Ventura
County and buying LNG from a moltinational corporation which gets its fuel
from such unstable sources as

Tndonesia, Russia and South American  The risk of fu;u:a natural gas
interruptions is in my cpinion high. Just read the international news and
the risk for future terrorists plans and attacks. Lets not make ourselves

3
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cont'd

G442-10

G442-11

G442-12

2004/G442

G442-10

The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G442-11

Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

G442-12
Section 1.2 discusses the natural gas needs of California and the
U.S. and dependence on foreign sources of natural gas.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission\'s 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



more -
vulnerable to economic and energy disasters.
within R
the past week stressed the value and nesd to increase supply logistics for
natural gas from Canada.

The Federal government just

page 4.1.16 (introduction to envir., analysis) 3r§ paragraph...with cqastal
fog a common occurrence off the central California coast due to subsidence
inversions and high and low pressure systems which stall weather movements,
we are at increased risk of accidentally released LNG or its warmed version
inte the air and the low elevation air masses in this area. It seems that
were this area not populated with over 300,000 folks and mostly "wvacant®
that the potential risk would be greatly reduced. Wy glace hqnd;eds of ”
thousands of pecple at risk to their health and their lives for the benefit
of & short and mid term energy supply (CAlifornia Energy Commissicon
statement on needs for short and mid-term natural gas) .

page 4.2-5 public safety...Table 4.2-1, line 3 *risk of hijacking..."...
"paper approval® for arriving LNG carriers seems less than needgd based on
past terrorists activities and sophistication. It would seem that a Coast
Guard ship should be accompanying each carxier on it arrival to prevent it
being commandeered and yrun inte the Port of Hueneme or othex yuln?rahle
sites. Each Cosst Guard event should be paid for by the mult;na:;ona%
corporation. No tax payer funded support services or protective services
should be provided; any used should he reimbursed by BHP. But fulll
protection of United States citizems and property should be accorplished.
This cost will need to be built inte the cost of the fuel and thus may make
it less competitive to other energies.

page 4.2-6 Table 4.2-1 line 12 “"vapor dispersion"....since the modeling was
based on "smaller releases or events® and that there is "lack Qi real-woxld
accident data for such large releases and uneertainties regarding the actual
size of a release..." placing a floating platform fer Lmﬁ_porting off a
coastline adjacent to a county with 800 ,000 + folks [ going to over 1
million in near future vears) seems very risky and impru?ent te say the
least. This sounds like an untested idea relative to being adjacent to a
large pecple population. ) )
prudence seems the watchword here and placing it on a coastal area where
there are no people would be reasonable and desirable ang would pla§se the
risk-ranagement folks. Question: Just who will be paying the bills for
accidsnt . ) .
and liability insurance te cover the damage and te provide the insurance for
future risks.

page 4.2-7 Table 4.2-1 line 13 *city and county emergency
gervices..."...Standby emergency services (personnel and equipment) should
be available Z4/7 for the increased risk from a floating port for LNG and
the increased size and volume of natural gas being transported underground
in Ventura County. On page . -

4.2-89 a short paragraph speaks to increased taxes to help with emergency
services. But unless that money is available upfront and programmed to
provide . . . " .
24/7 personnel and eguipment properly trained for such a rigk digaster, thism
is not encugh. Upfront funding for county, city and state aﬁd federal
emergency services should be provided and these costs built into the cost of
the natural gas to the consumer.

page 4.2-11 Public Safety 4.2.2.1 (Risk Asgessment for LNG Deepwater
Port)...With the process of assessmentc described o pp 4.2-11 ?nd -3, on
page 4.2-18 lines 16-33 under "Fregquency of Terrorist Acts" a "worst-case
redible
:ccnarias" iz menticned. It goes on starting at line 23 the say that Fhﬂ
=, ..frequency of probability of arsen, intentienal Eabatagef or a terrorist
attack has not be estimated for the LNG DWP Independent Risk Assessment,
because this cannot be reliably estimated." Now, since the previous
basically said we cannot predict terrorist futures for an ING port, at least
now until we have more terrorist events and terrorist intervention and
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Gd42-14

Gd42-15

Gd42-16
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G442-12.1

Section 3.3.7 contains information on location of the Project. The
deepwater port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore, as shown on Figure ES-1. As discussed in Section 4.2.7.6
and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1),
consequences of an accident at the deepwater port would not
reach the shoreline.

G442-13

Section 4.3.1.3 discusses the two tugboats that would be
permanently assigned to the FSRU and that would monitor for the
presence of other vessels and notify any approaching vessels to
avoid the safety zone. Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 present
regulations related to the FSRU and LNG carriers.

G442-14

The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed the preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories
independently reviewed it. See Section 4.2, Appendix C1, and
Appendix C2 for additional information on third-party verification of
the IRA.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G442-15
Section 4.2.5 contains information on the Applicant's insurance
coverage and cost recovery for incidents.

G442-16
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.



strategies, placing such a port next to 300,000 folks gn& near and
additienal 500,000 would not seem very prudent. The risk seems to out
welght the rewards.

page 4.2-27 Public Safety 4.2.3.2 |Rizk EBEvaluation -LNG Cnrrie£§}..lThe
evaluation says that the “"worst-case impacts ...were not $pecéllca11y
medeled, although impacts from a credible release from a carrier
transporting LNG in smaller Moss spheres would not be e;pen;ed Fo be greater
than for the FSRU Worst-Case Releases #1 and #2.° Nothing in this statement G442-17
:aks about the movement
deihe carrier in the Channel islands waterways on its way to the Foxt.
Movement of the ship and where it might be if an explngion pccurs or if the
ship is damaged inside & storm and it potential impact iz drx?tzng towards
the shoreline and the Port of Hueneme. Fire and explosion during the
carrier's movement was not assessed and needs to be. This is where the
terrorist acts likely would occur.

page 4.2-32 Public Safety Table 4.2.4-2 "corrosion®...26% of t@e events of

Pipeline Incidents were caused by intermal and extegnul corrosion. ‘This

certainly speaks to the preblem of placing lots of increased wvolume of

natural gas intc pipe which may be corroding now and will create pipel;ne

incidents in the future...maybe cnly new pipes ghculd be used to increase Gd442-18
the safety factor and reduce the risk te folks in Ventura County.

page 4.2-38 Public Safety Table 4.2.4-6 Annual Trans. Accldental
Deaths. .. . :
from reading this teble my humer says that we sheuld be sending vehicles
through the natural gas pipelines as they are the safest.

page 4.2=47 Public Safety lines 18-25 (FSRU self inspect?on.:.l...,the

requirement mentioned here to self inspect every 12 months with a report to

the Coast Guard and verified inspection if needed by tﬁe c.G deas not seem

good enough for a facility off the shore of almost a m;ll%on fulka: This

should be & coast Guard Inspection annually with the results posted on a c442-19
public website with penalties for viclations.

i itigation
ace 4.7-68 Table 4.2.8-1 (Summary of Public Safety Impacts and Mitiga
EagsurES} ~ Line PS-2 “A high-energy collisiom..." AMM MT-6a Patrol
Safety Zone...is this mitigation really effect to have a tugi?ii?ly vessel
be the standby duty patrol to xeep out intruders...not very likely
effective...it would seem that such a patrol should ke armed with the G442-20
cption of "firing" to steop intruders. MMPS5-2¢c again dees not seem realistic
to have a "standby tug" i
to intercept approaching vessels...needs te be an Qrmed. military type
vessel under the contzel of the Coast Guard and paid for by BHP and built
into the price of the gas.

.28 lines 23-34 (Local emergency services)...nec§use of the increase
E;g:rinzmgs5inn lires and volumes of natural gas being {in Future ] c442-21
transported if a LNG port iz established the 24/7 availability of emergency
services should be enlarged to respond to such events. Also the response to
an offshore FSRU event or carrier event which might come close to ox hit the

I eds to be programmed for 24/7 response.

gﬂ:iecggcs need to_begbuilt inte the cost of the naturel gas to future
customers and upfront moneys provided to local emergency ;BSQOnders before
such operations are started. The customers of such gas will ke charged for

these costs.

13-1 1ines 21 and 22 (0ffshore and Ceastal Zone) ...5ince the
Ei?ff:r;ialstate Lands Commission will determine whether a lease is granted
to BMP, the State Lands Commission will be giving p?bllc lands use to a "
private company for their profit. Here the Commission should consider the
appropriateness of “giving away public property” to a private corporatlion —
which generates profits for their stockholders. It weuld seem only right -
that a Lease for sub-sea pipelines use be charged for based volume of
cransmissicn. Thus recovering for the State of California moneys for use of
public lands for a private profit.

5
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G442-17

Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain revised text on terrorism
risks. Section 4.2.6 discusses the results of the Independent Risk
Assessment (Appendix C1). Section 4.3.1.4 contains a discussion
of "Disabled Vessels and Anchorage.”

G442-18

The regulation cited in the comment is only one of many regulations
concerning deepwater port safety. Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3 and
4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the authority and responsibility for
safety standards, design reviews, and compliance inspections.
Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2 identify applicable safety standards.

G442-19

The measure cited in the comment (how AM MT-3a) is only one of
many measures that would mitigate the impact of release of LNG at
the deepwater port. The discussion of impacts in Section 4.2.7.6
has been revised.

G442-20
Sections 4.2.5.4 and 4.16.1.2 under "Emergency Planning and
Response Capabilities" address this topic.

G442-21

The proposed Project includes the construction of new pipelines
that would tie into an existing pipeline system. The entire pipeline
system is subject to Federal and State requirements for routine
inspection, maintenance, and repair, as described in Sections
4.2.8.1 and 4.2.8.2, which are intended to ensure that pipeline
integrity is maintained.

Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
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controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

G442-22

If approved, the California State Lands Commission would grant a
lease of State land for the subsea pipelines, with an annual rental
determined by the Commission's regulations. Section 1.1.4
discusses this topic.



page 4.13-3 limes 3 -10 (0fishore and Coastal Zone) ...with ?he ultimate size
of the Ormeond Beach wetland to be at least 750 acres, apd with a restoration
study currently underway by the Coastal Commission, it is conceivable that
the Center Road may be within the extended/buffer wetland area wpen
historical wetlands gecgraphy is known. This will have implications f?r
negative impacts on the ground areas, potential wetlands, and for the issue
of maintenance and inspection of a laid pipeline.

page 4.13-12 lines 16-22 {California Coastal Conservancy?... T%ig documents
the specific plans the Conservancy is working on to acquire a?dltional 5
wetland acreage with implications for animal protecticn from *man intrusion
and for Recreational value of the wetland for "nature recreation and
environmental education®.

page 4.15-5 lines 2-5 (Recreation)...the listed recreational beaches are
comewhat north (as noted) of the proposed landing for thelgatPIal gas
pipelines, but the proximity of coastal recreational fac;;i::eg Fhich are
used by thousands of folks during a year raises the pgtential rigk for a LNG
disaster if a terrorist hijacked ship would be "run" into the coastal zone
during a high use time to éisrupt normal social functions and show the
wvulnerability of our government. Placing a LNG foalting platform in a
nighly populated area is risky at best.

page 4.15-5 linesll-26 (Ormond Beach) ...for many years the city of oxmard
has slowly plarned to protect and develop into a nature Perservefrecreat%an
area the Oxmond Beach wetland area. The Savior Road Design Team {community
organization) has worked for many years in addition te the Oxmond Bea?h Task
force (a citizen's group headed by co-chairs from the Coastal Commission and
Saviers Road Design Team) to establish these 700 to 1000 acres as a natur§1
and historical wetland and to restore them along with facilltz?s for publ?c
access and educational velue for future generations of people interested in
nature. New and improved access to the wetlan§5 and the coastal beacb&s are
planned and may be Impacted by the LNG processing plant and the pipelines.

.16-5 ages 10-16 (Health and Safety Services)...with 25 uni formed
gifzfjgitexs gngduty at any one time which was noted as being less than_the
naticnal ratie ef 1 per 1,000 pecple within a city, gnd with 1.15 police
officers per 1000 residents, rescurces for dealing with a LNG disaster seem
potentially strained and lacking in strength. The LNG applicant should be
required to fund, up froant, the additional of sufficient ‘f1r2f1ghte:s and
law enforcement and other emergency persomnel to have avalla?le 24!7_ .
adequate rescurces to manage an emexrgency. These costs should be built into
the cost of the natural gas coming from LNG.

page 4.16-7 lines 19-30 (Envirormental haym)...state law conflicts xegarqing
the State Lands Commission view on spills of natural ga?_[yesl and the Fish

and Game Department view on natural gas spills gnc}T Tn1sllﬁg degres needs

to be resclved in favor of both departments having a full jurisdiction over

a natural gas spill before this operation is approved.

page 4.20-4 lines 24-39 (Point Mugu Sea Rgnge Dpe?ationgJ...llsted are the
currently plarmed and past operations...with nothing said abq$t thF_
potential for future testing of ordinance, ﬁircrafz ﬁnd missiles wn1§?lhave
not been foreseen as of now...the potential restriction and vulnerability
created from a LNG operation to this unigque military installation and .
testing range iz wvery serious and should be seen as petenpma;ly cofprom*SLng
the value of this military missien. Placing an LNG fl?atlng *porkt near
this type of military base and testing range could seriously compromise our
country's security and increase it potential for terrorist targeting it.

4.20-13 lines 33-36 (Offshore and Onshore Natural Gas Pipelines)...this
ﬁ:g:emgnt points to the risk of two LNG terminals cff ?hls coast a?d the
potential for a pipeline incident causing 'Beriouslln]u?y or fn:alxty‘tc
members of the public® which could eccur. Again this raises the guestion of
why place such a potential risk in a highly populated area.

[

G442-23

Gd42-24

G442-25

Gd42-26

G442-27

G442-28

2004/G442

G442-23

As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing would be installed
beneath Ormond Beach. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss
Ormond Beach wetlands. Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation
measures to minimize impacts on wetlands. The presence of the
pipelines under Ormond Beach would not restrict access to the
area for recreation or otherwise alter recreation opportunities at
Ormond Beach. During construction, the horizontal directional
boring activities would be contained within the Reliant Energy
property, and the pipeline would be buried underneath the beach.
This topic is discussed further in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4.
Updated information about the restoration efforts at Ormond Beach
is included in Section 4.13.2. Figure 4.13-1 has been revised.

G442-24

Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G442-25
See the response to Comment G442-23.

G442-26

“Emergency Planning and Response Capabilities” in Section
4.16.1.2 contains a revised discussion on this topic. As discussed
in Section 4.2, the consequences of an accident at the deepwater
port would not reach shore.

G442-27

Section 4.2.5.2 contains a revised discussion of The California
Harbor and Navigation Code, which imposes liability for natural gas
discharges.

G442-28

Sections 4.3.1 and 4.20.1 contain updated discussions of
operations at the Point Mugu Sea Range. It would be speculative to
evaluate the potential impact of the presence of Cabrillo Port on
unknown or unanticipated operations at the Sea Range.



Thank you.
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Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Title:
Address:
City:
State:

Zip Code;

Phone No.:

Email
Address:
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website
121812004

Jennifer

Miller

Marketing & Student Recruitment, Pepperdine University
24255 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

CA

90263

818-389-7701

jennifer.miller@pepperdine.edu

Biclogical Resources - Marine, Cther/General Comment

| was worried when | first heard about this project, because | hate to see
anything else that could have an negative impact on the delicate balance
of marine bioclogy off California's coast, After reviewing this plan, it seems
to me that its placement miles from the protected coastal marine
sanctuaries puts it well beyond the range where it would do much harm.

G251-1

2004/G251

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Title:
Address:
City:
State:

Zip Code;

Phone No.:

Email
Address:
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website

11/08/2004
Andy

Mills

External Affairs Director
3488 Tree Frog Lane

Placerville

CA
95667

530-626-6898

saveourranches@aol.com

Alternatives

| support the conclusion in the Draft EIS/R that the Pt. Conception
onshore site alternative is not feasible. The negative impacts to public
safety and the unique natural resources in the area would be
unacceptable.

G002-1

2004/G002

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website

12/20/2004
Greg

Mitchelle

7121 Dublin Blvd.
Dublin

CA
84568

OtherfGeneral Comment

BHP is a good company with a solid history of working with the
environment and supporting local communities where there projects are
housed. This is not another example of a company trying to make money.
Sure they are going to make money on the project, but they are also
spending millions just to get the project approved. We are the ones using
the natural gas and giving companies like these the demand. | like natural
gas and | will continue to support its production before | would ever think
of supporting a coal mine.

2004/G341

G341-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website

121812004
Vernell

Moddison
Hazardous Materials

| used to live near a nuclear power plant. | understand hazardous
materials and LNG seems trivial to other energy resources. Yes, there is
risk associated with natural gas and its transportation, but there have
been pipelines and usage of natural gas in the state for something like 40
years. I'm sure that have been problems, but in my years living here |'ve
haven't heard of any. I'm not sure why people have a sudden fear of
natural gas. | believe BHP will take every precaution to prevent an
accident. As well, they will be regulated by the state to ensure everyone's
safety. Thank you for allowing me to comment.

2004/G194

G194-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Pleaes DO MOT allow the Cabrillo Port LNG facility to go forward for the
following reasons:

1). The proposed project represents an unprecedented hazard to Scuthern
California coastal commuinities. Not only would it become a terrorist target,
but if it explodes it could cause a catestrophic result.

2). The reguired exclusion zone would put a burden on the Cpast guard and
American Taxpayer all so an Australian Company can make a prefit. The zeone
would impede shipping and recreational boat use and create confusicon in the
world's busiest shipping lane.

3). The proposed Operation will make property values fall due to the unsightly
appearance of the operation as a constant reminder te it's danger to us.

4). Tourism and whale watching will drop for the same reason.

5). The world famous California coastline will lose beauty, integrity and safety
as a result of this project.

&)+ The channel islands national park will be put at danger along with it's
marine sanctuaries.

7). This project puts Bmerica more dependent on foreign sources of enegy further
weakening our country.

8).The current project would contribute no more than approximately one-guarcter
of one percent to our nation's energy needs.

PROTECT CALIFORNIA CITIZENS, DO HOT ALLOW THIS PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD!
Sincerely, Tom Molloy

G507-1
G507-2
G507-3

G507-4

G507-5
G507-6
GS507-7

2004/G507

G507-1

Section 4.2.6.1 discusses the risk of terrorist acts, and Section
4.2.7 discusses public safety risks involving the FSRU and LNG
carriers.

G507-2

Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.

G507-3

Section 4.15.4 discusses impacts on recreational boating. Section
2.3.1 describes the the safety zone and Area to be Avoided around
the FSRU.

G507-4
Section 4.16.1.2 contains updated information on property values.

G507-5
Section 4.4 discusses aesthetic impacts and Section 4.2 discusses
public safety impacts of the Project.

G507-6

The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G507-7
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.
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Source: |
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oty 4o state:(CA ZipCode: $209 2

Email address:

Name (Please Print):

Please provide written comments in the space below and drop this form into the comment box.

You may also submit comments
= Electronically through the Project Web site at
http:/'www.cabrilloport.ene.com
» Electronically through the Docket Management System Web site (docket number 16877} al
hitp://dms.dotl.gov.

= Or by mail or emall to following addresses:

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825
ogginsc@slc.ca.gov

Attention: Cy Oggins

Docket Management Fagility
Room PL-401

400 Seventh Street SW
Washington, DC 20590-0001

All comments must be received by 2 p.m. PST, December 20, 2004
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Mo action will be taken until the environmental review process is completed.

W o MO{J = G088-1

G088-2

2004/G088

G088-1

Section 4.2 discusses offshore and onshore public safety risks. The
use of 36-inch pipeline is specifically discussed under Impact PS-4
in Section 4.2.8.4.

G088-2

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G088-3
See the response to Comment G088-1.
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Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:

City:
State:
Zip Code:

Phone MNo.:

Email
Address:
Topic:

Comments:

E&E Website
121712004

Charles
Moran

23852 Pacific Coast Highway
#595

Malibu

CA

90265
310-506-8466

charles. moran@pepperdine.edu

Socioeconomics

| believe the proposed LNG facility will do great benefit for residents in
Southern California, While there is obviously risk involved with this
project, the expected gain has so much more potential. LNG is a
temporary, but needed, solution to our energy crisis, and the proposal
should be affirmed.

G128-1

2004/G128

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.



Comment Form—Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR

Source: ‘
Public Meeting - Oxnard AM

Name (Please Print): Feep Mortersenl .
Organization/Agency: Home Owd=-r e B L J
Street Address: 1701 =z mcon) Ao

City: ONWAR B State: /3 Zip Code: _432030

Email address:

Please provide written comments in the space below and drop this form into the comment box.

You may also submit comments
= Efectronically through the Project Web site at
hitp:/www.cabrilloport.ene.com
» Electronically through the Docket Management System Web site (docket number 16877) at

http:¥dms.dot.qgov.
= Or by mall or email to following addresses:

Docket Management Facility California State Lands Commission
Room PL-401 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
400 Seventh Streat SW Sacramento, CA 95825
Washington, DC 20590-0001 ogginsc@slc.ca.gov

Attention: Cy Oggins

All comments must be received by 2 p.m. PST, December 20, 2004

No action will be taken until the environmental review process is completed.

2004/G113

G113-1

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 2.4.1 describes the proposed Center Road
Pipeline and facilities. Section 2.4.3 contains information on
maintenance of onshore pipelines and facilities. Section 3.3.12
contains revised information on alternative onshore pipeline routes.



Comment Form—~Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR

Name (Please Print): S2475  Lle £ #2225  [YVUE Teelisznr

Organization/Agency:

Streel Address: / 77/ Z 82 2 SHE

City: Leazss State: £4_ Zip Code: _Z 577>

Email address: s 5

Please provide written comments in the space below and drop th Public Meeting - Oxnard AM

You may also submit comments Date: 11/30/2004 |

= Electronically through the Project Web site at
hitp:fwww.cabrilloporl.ene.com

= Electronically through the Docket Management System Web site (docket number 16877) at
http:/dms.dot.gov.

*  Or by mail or emall to following addresses:

Docket Management Facility California State Lands Commission
Room PL-401 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
400 Seventh Street SW Sacramento, CA 95825
Washington, DC 20590-0001 ogginsc@sle.ca.gov

Attention: Cy Oggins

All comments must be received by 2 p.m. PST, December 20, 2004
Comments (Use other side or attach additional sheets if necessary): __ = %fo/ -

MMWM%MMA21

Mo action will be taken until the environmental review process is completed.

2004/G122

G122-1

The Santa Barbara Channel/Mandalay Shore Crossing/Gonzales
Road Pipeline Alternative is evaluated as an alternative in the
EIS/EIR; it is not the proposed Project as described in Section 2.4.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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